Western University

Scholarship@Western
MPA Major Research Papers

Local Government Program

7-1-2021

Monitoring & Evaluation Content in Municipal Official Plans: An
Assessment of Plan Quality & Implementation Actions
Owen McCabe
Western University

Follow this and additional works at: https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/lgp-mrps
Part of the Public Administration Commons

Recommended Citation
McCabe, Owen, "Monitoring & Evaluation Content in Municipal Official Plans: An Assessment of Plan
Quality & Implementation Actions" (2021). MPA Major Research Papers. 211.
https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/lgp-mrps/211

This Major Research Paper is brought to you for free and open access by the Local Government Program at
Scholarship@Western. It has been accepted for inclusion in MPA Major Research Papers by an authorized
administrator of Scholarship@Western. For more information, please contact wlswadmin@uwo.ca.

Monitoring & Evaluation Content in Municipal Official Plans:
An Assessment of Plan Quality & Implementation Actions

Subject keywords: Planning, Policymaking
Geographical keywords: Ontario, Greater Golden Horseshoe

MPA Research Report

Submitted to

The Local Government Program
Department of Political Science
The University of Western Ontario

Owen McCabe
July 2021

Abstract
Municipal official plans are important tools in the Province of Ontario’s land use planning
system. As documents that guide how communities manage change, they are a central
element of planning practice and important objects of research. Official plans are not static –
they are updated regularly as part of a plan-making cycle that includes issue identification,
policy development, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. This research paper is
focussed on the monitoring and evaluation aspect of the plan-making cycle, and specifically, the
content in municipal official plans that addresses and guides these practices. It builds on the
existing plan quality and evaluation in planning literature through a review of municipal official
plan documents from a sample of municipalities in the Greater Golden Horseshoe area of
Ontario. It reviews these plan documents over two periods of time (1984-2005 and 2008-2018)
to investigate changes in the quality of their content related to monitoring and evaluation. It also
explores potential explanations for differing levels of plan quality as well as the connection
between the monitoring and evaluation content in official plans and monitoring and evaluation
actions undertaken by municipalities in practice.
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1.1

Overview
Background

In the Province of Ontario, the municipal official plan (OP) is a central tool in the land use
planning framework. Broadly speaking, these policy documents are tasked with identifying a
municipality’s desired future state and charting a course to get there. Through Ontario’s
Planning Act, municipalities are required to adopt an OP and to review and update it regularly to
reflect provincial interests and to conform to provincial plans, where applicable. Municipalities,
in turn, rely on these documents to set a vision for their communities, to guide their decisionmaking, and to address conflicting interests related to land use within their boundaries. In
certain parts of Ontario, such as the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH) area, OPs are tasked
with managing and supporting significant population and employment growth while also
balancing concerns related to the environment, agriculture, and climate change. Given this role,
OPs are important objects of research.
OPs are living documents that are subject to and the result of a plan-making cycle. This cycle
includes identifying issues, developing goals and objectives, collecting and analyzing data,
testing alternate approaches, developing and executing an implementation strategy, and
conducting ongoing monitoring that supports evaluating the plan and identifying issues, thereby
starting the cycle anew (Seasons, 2021, pp. 12-13). This research paper is focussed on the
monitoring and evaluation aspect of the plan-making cycle, and specifically, the content in
municipal OPs that addresses and guides this aspect of the planning process.
Although identified as important by both planning scholars and practitioners (Seasons, 2003),
monitoring and evaluation have been characterized as “the forgotten stages in the planning
process” (Seasons, 2021, p. 5). While there are apparent difficulties in undertaking monitoring
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and evaluation in practice, there is a significant literature on evaluation in planning. A particular
part of that literature that has grown in recent decades is concerned with evaluating the quality
of plan documents. From the perspective of this “plan quality” literature, the quality of a plan’s
content is important in and of itself – a good quality plan can set professional standards and
allow for continuous improvement based on assessment against agreed to normative standards.
Further, and perhaps more importantly, a plan’s quality is said to have the potential to increase
its efficacy, or its ability to produce the change it was created to achieve.
This research paper examines monitoring and evaluation in planning through the lens of the plan
quality literature. It presents a review of the monitoring and evaluation content from a sample of
municipal OPs in the GGH area of Ontario over two periods of time (1984-2005 and 2008-2018).
In particular, it looks at changes in the quality of monitoring and evaluation content in OPs over
time, factors that may influence plan quality, and what plan quality may indicate about the degree
to which monitoring and evaluation activities are undertaken by municipalities in practice.
1.2

Research Questions

This research paper contributes to the literature on evaluation in planning and plan quality by
considering the following research questions:
1. has the quality of monitoring and evaluation content in OPs increased?
2. are there planning, institutional, or demographic factors that relate to higher levels of or
increases in the quality of monitoring and evaluation content in OPs?
3. do higher levels of plan quality for monitoring and evaluation in these OPs result in more
monitoring and evaluation activities being undertaken in practice?

2

1.3

Report Structure

To answer these research questions, the remainder of this report is structured as follows:

Section 2 – Literature Review:
A review of the literature is provided that considers program evaluation and evaluation in
planning, summarizes the concept of plan quality, discusses existing plan quality research most
relevant to this study, and identifies the critiques and limitations of the plan quality approach.

Section 3 – Research Design:
An overview of the research design is provided in this section. This includes a description of the
overall research aim, information on case selection, the operationalization of key concepts, and
the approach to data collection and analysis.

Section 4 – Research Results:
This section presents the results of the research, including the plan quality scores by
municipality in each period, trends observed in the specific content of OPs, the relationship
between these plan quality scores and other planning, institutional, and demographic variables,
and the relationship between these scores and the implementation of certain monitoring and
evaluation actions in practice.

Section 5 – Discussion of Findings:
A discussion of the research results, their relationship to the existing literature, and key findings
is provided in this section.

Section 6 – Conclusions & Recommendations:
The report ends with conclusions and recommendations for further research and practice.
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2

Literature Review

This research paper draws from an existing literature on program evaluation generally and
evaluation in planning specifically. It is situated more precisely in a component of the evaluation
in planning literature concerned with evaluating the quality of plan documents. This “plan
quality” literature has an established framework for assessing plan content to draw conclusions
about quality and efficacy. This section provides an overview of this literature and how it has
informed the research presented in this report.
2.1

Program Evaluation & Evaluation in Planning

Evaluation is an important part of the policymaking process. Evaluation can be thought of as
“the systematic acquisition and assessment of information to provide useful feedback about the
significance, worth, or condition of some object or intervention” (Connell & Daoust-Filiatrault,
2018, p. 265). Focus on evaluation in the public sector has increased over the past decades,
associated with the rise of the New Public Management movement (Guyadeen & Seasons,
2016). As noted by Guyadeen and Seasons, “evaluation has become a formalized component
of a well-functioning public institution … used to promote greater accountability to citizens and
decision-makers and to improve overall organizational management” (2016, p. 225).
This increased focus on evaluation has not evaded land use planning. While evaluation has
long been considered an “integral component of the planning canon, at least theoretically”
(Guyadeen & Seasons, 2018, p. 103), a focus on applying monitoring and evaluation to
planning re-emerged in the mid-1990s, “coincident with increasing concerns for efficiency,
effectiveness, and accessibility in municipal government” (Seasons, 2003, p. 431). As with the
public sector generally, evaluation in planning is important not only because it can allow for
increased legitimacy, improved decision-making, and continuous learning (Guyadeen &
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Seasons, 2016) but also because it can support understanding the relationship between a plan
and its outcomes – “it is through evaluation that planners are able to discern whether a plan is
being implemented as intended, and to identify the effect of plans” (Guyadeen & Seasons,
2018, p. 104). As living documents, plans need to evolve and undergo regular revisions and
updates; this requires incorporating findings from monitoring and evaluation and is reflective of
the iterative approach to plan and policymaking (Brody, 2003). If monitoring and evaluation is
not undertaken in a “concerted and continuous” way, “municipalities will be unable to discern
whether the plan is having the desired impact … and will not be in a position to determine
whether the plan should be revised in order to realign plan policies in the direction of local goals
and preferences” (Stevens M. R., 2013, p. 483).
Ways of understanding and assessing the impact of land use planning are identified in the
broad literature on evaluation in planning (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2018). Through the lens of
evaluation, research can offer insights into whether an intervention has achieved its intended
outcome. This can support theory-building and can also inform recommendations to
practitioners and municipal decision-makers on how they can best approach their planning
responsibilities. There are a range of approaches and theories within the literature on
evaluation in planning. One way to distinguish these different approaches is the stage at which
their evaluation takes place – during plan preparation (ex ante), during plan implementation
(ongoing), or following plan implementation (ex post) (Connell & Daoust-Filiatrault, 2018).
Alternatively, Guyadeen and Seasons (2018) draw a distinction between planning evaluation (a
focus on processes and practices) and plan evaluation (a focus on a plan’s content and its
related outcomes). The research in this report falls on the plan evaluation side, and in
particular, the literature on “plan quality”, which is described below.
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2.2

Plan Quality Evaluation – An Overview

In terms of plan evaluation, one approach where research interest has increased over the past
few decades focusses on the concept of “plan quality”. Here, it is the content of the plan itself
which forms the focus of study, or as Baer puts it, “assessing the plan as embodied in the
document” (1997, p. 330). By evaluating the “plan-as-object” researchers can identify good and
bad forms of plan content, develop findings that can influence and improve planning practice,
and identify aspects of plans that can improve plan implementation and the achievement of plan
outcomes (Guyadeen, 2019).
A general consensus has developed in the literature around the elements which a “high-quality”
plan contains (Lyles & Stevens, 2014). While these elements have been conceptualized and
organized in different ways by different researchers, the list in Table 1 identifies the core
elements of a high-quality plan as summarized by Stevens (2013).

Table 1: Elements of Plan Quality
Element

Description

fact base

a description of the present or existing condition within a community, or, “where
we are”

goals

a set of goals which describe in detail a desired future state, or, “where we
want to be”

policies

clear directives that guide decisions related to the use of land in a way that
helps to move a community from its current state to its desired future state

implementation

components that elevate the commitment toward achieving the desired future
state, including identifying timelines and responsibilities

monitoring and
evaluation

provisions that enable an understanding of whether decisions are moving the
community in the desired direction and whether the goals of the plan are being
met

inter-organizational
coordination

recognition of the role of other actors (other departments, other levels of
government, etc.) in achieving the plan’s goals

public participation

description of the public process used to develop the plan

organization and
presentation

the ability of a document to present information in a way that is readable and
user-friendly
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These elements of plan quality are viewed by researchers as applicable across a wide range of
subject areas, planning scales, and geographies (Lyles & Stevens, 2014). Based on the
consensus around key plan quality criteria, a content analysis approach has been applied by
researchers to a range of plan documents, enabling a systematic comparative evaluation of the
content of these plans and their adherence to the criteria of a high-quality plan (Lyles &
Stevens, 2014, p. 433). Through assessing a plan’s content against a set of pre-established
normative standards, an understanding of a plan’s efficacy, or its “power to produce an effect”
can be reached – “the power of a plan to produce an effect is embodied in its text, not in its
application” (Connell & Daoust-Filiatrault, 2018, p. 267).
Since the early 1990s, more than fifty peer-reviewed plan quality studies have been published.
To explain the growth in this research, Lyles and Stevens (2014) point to the accessibility of the
content analysis method it employs, the consensus that has developed around the core plan
quality principles, the prominence of planning documents in practice, and the ability for plan
quality research to connect with and contribute to broader planning theory. Authors have
identified the utility of plan quality research and the need to continue to build upon this
approach: Lyles and Stevens (2014) state that “the potential for plan quality evaluation to inform
theory and practice has only begun to be tapped” (p. 444).
2.3

Plan Quality Evaluation – Key Applications & Findings

The following section provides an overview of the aspects of the plan quality literature with
direct relevance and applicability to this research paper. This includes the specific
consideration of the quality of monitoring and evaluation content in OPs, the application of plan
quality studies in the Canadian context, longitudinal approaches to plan quality evaluations,
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consideration of variables that may explain levels or changes in plan quality, and finally, the
connection between plan quality and planning outcomes.

2.3.1 Plan Quality Studies and Monitoring & Evaluation
As noted above, content related to monitoring and evaluation is identified as one of the
elements in plan quality evaluations. As this element is the focus of this research report, it is
important to understand how monitoring and evaluation is operationalized as a facet of plan
quality, what the literature shows in terms of the findings related to the quality of monitoring and
evaluation content in evaluated plans, and, how these findings connect to the broader literature
on evaluation in planning.
Monitoring and evaluation content is seen as a necessary element of a high-quality plan in order
to enable an understanding of whether a plan’s implementation is moving in the desired
direction, toward its goals and intended outcomes. In reviewing how this concept was
operationalized in existing plan quality evaluations, five common attributes were observed,
summarized in Table 2 below. A detailed description of these is provided in the research design
section, but in short, the attributes relate to the prominence given to monitoring and evaluation
in the plan through a specific and standalone section, the degree to which the plan identifies
what is to be monitored (through measurables goals and objectives and specific monitoring
directions), and the degree to which the plan identifies how this monitoring and evaluation is to
take place (through monitoring mechanisms and a plan review process).
In the literature on the quality of plan content related to monitoring and evaluation, the most
common conclusion appears to be that plans most often exhibit low levels of quality in this area.
In their review of sixteen plan quality evaluations, Berke and Godschalk (2009) found that plan
content related to evaluation was weak. In summarizing the work of Laurian et. al. (2010),
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Oliveira and Pinho (2009), Oliveira and Pinho (2010), Chapin et. al. (2008), and Loh (2011),
Guyadeen and Seasons (2018) note that these researchers all concluded that “plans generally
lack appropriate direction regarding implementation and the evaluation of plan outcomes” (p.
107). The plan quality studies undertaken in the Canadian context, discussed further below,
also confirm this trend. Stevens (2013) found that plans in British Columbia performed poorly
on the implementation and monitoring variable while Guyadeen (2019) concluded that for plans
in Ontario, monitoring and evaluation content was among the poorest performing elements and
was underutilized in many plans.

Table 2: Elements of Plan Quality for Monitoring & Evaluation
Element

Description

standalone section

the OP includes a separate section that specifically addresses how the plan is
to be monitored and evaluated.

measurable goals
and objectives

the OP includes goals/policies that are quantified through measurable
objectives, targets, and/or indicators.

direction to monitor

the OP includes directions to monitor and evaluate its goals/policies.

monitoring
mechanisms

the OP identifies mechanisms (e.g., monitoring reports or programs, etc.) for
undertaking monitoring and evaluation.

plan review timeline

the OP identifies a timetable for updating the plan based, in part, on results of
monitoring and evaluation.

The consensus around this finding is perhaps not surprising. The broader literature on
evaluation in planning is also clear that monitoring and evaluation is not undertaken in practice
in a manner commensurate with the importance it is assigned in theory. This is attributed to a
few different factors. Seasons (2003) points to resource constraints, organizational culture,
political constraints, and the difficulty of establishing causality due to the influence of nonplanning factors on the outcomes of planning policies. In his study of municipal planning
departments in Ontario, Seasons found that municipalities generally had small staff
complements tasked with high workloads and very seldom had staff dedicated to policy or
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research tasks that could inform and support monitoring and evaluation. As one of the
respondents to Seasons, noted, it is commonplace that “the urgent pushes out the important” in
municipal planning departments (Seasons, 2003, pp. 432-433). Guyadeen and Seasons point
to an ingrained bias in the planning profession overall that “values plan preparation over all
other aspects of planning” (2018, p. 104).
The plan quality literature as well as the broader evaluation in planning literature then, provide a
clear starting point for understanding how municipalities generally approach monitoring and
evaluation in the context of land use planning.

2.3.2 Plan Quality Studies in the Canadian Context
The application of plan quality evaluation to municipal planning documents in Canada is
somewhat recent and relatively limited. The first instance was a review by Stevens (2013) of
the quality of forty official community plans in southern British Columbia. Stevens has also
collaborated with other researchers to focus on climate change and natural hazard content in
municipal planning documents in British Columbia (see: Baynham & Steve (2014); Stevens and
Shoubridge (2015); Stevens and Senbal (2017)). Connell and Daoust-Filiatrault (2018), distill
four plan quality principles, and illustrate their application to a municipality in British Columbia.
Until recently, plan quality evaluations in Canada were limited to British Columbia. Noting this
research gap, Guyadeen (2019) undertook a review of municipal official plans in the GGH area
of Ontario, which is also the area reviewed in this research report. Guyadeen’s work provided
plan quality scores for 63 municipal OPs in Ontario. Guyadeen (2018) has also undertaken
research which demonstrates practicing planners in Ontario value plan quality.
The approaches to applying plan quality evaluations in the Canadian context are instructive for
the research presented in this report, as they confirm the applicability of the plan quality
10

approach in the Canadian context and provide a potential basis for comparison. Further, the
protocols used in these studies, having already been applied in the Canadian context, have
been implemented in the research design discussed below.
More recently, Seasons’ Evaluating Urban and Regional Plans: From Theory to Practice (2021)
provides a comprehensive look at evaluation in planning in the Canadian context. While it does
contain commentary on plan quality as an approach to evaluation, it also offers a much broader
review of the Canadian planning context, the history and theory of plan evaluation, and how
monitoring evaluation has and can be implemented in practice. This work underscores the
importance and continued relevance of research on evaluation in planning, plan quality, and
monitoring and evaluation in the context of municipal land use planning in Canada.

2.3.3 Plan Quality Studies and Measuring Changes Over Time
Responding to a criticism of the plan quality literature – its focus on plan content at a specific point
in time – there are two studies of note which take a longitudinal approach to plan quality
evaluation. First, noting that “few, if any, studies have examined how and why plan quality
changes over time” (p. 193), Brody (2003) examines the degree to which plan quality related to
natural hazard mitigation criteria changed between 1991 and 1999 for documents in the
jurisdictions of Florida and Washington. Brody found that, overall, plan quality increased
significantly over the period studied. He was also able to identify certain factors that may
contribute to these changes in quality and on this basis, made recommendations to practitioners.
Stevens and Senbal (2017) also note the limiting nature of plan quality studies which only focus
on a specific point in time, stating that “failing to capture the evolution of plans as they are
revised from one time period to the next prevents us from knowing whether plans are getting
better or worse or staying the same, and from identifying factors that contribute to plans getting
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better over time” (p. 3). The focus of their work is on municipal climate change policies – for the
authors, there is an urgency to understanding whether municipal documents can keep pace as
required. The authors compared 39 municipal plans in 2011 and 2015 and found that, overall,
the mean plan quality score did not improve over time; however, there were changes in the fact
base and implementation plan quality elements.
These studies provide important insights into how longitudinal approaches to plan quality research
have been undertaken. The limited number of studies which have taken this approach and the
range of results they have produced confirms Stevens and Senbal’s comment that “there is still a
general need for more longitudinal research on plan content and quality” (2017, p. 4). This
research report then, takes this opportunity to continue building on this approach in order to
investigate changes in plan quality over time, and the potential factors influencing this change.

2.3.4 Plan Quality and Explanatory Variables
Many plan quality studies focus not only on establishing scores, but also on understanding what
may cause or contribute to the scores identified – that is, the factors that influence levels of plan
quality. Many of the planning, institutional, and demographic explanatory variables explored
later in this research report have been considered in the existing plan quality literature. A brief
discussion of these findings is provided below.
In terms of the vintage of plan documents, both Brody (2003) and Stevens (2013) found that
plan quality tends to be higher in newer plans as compared to older plans. Brody’s research,
which compared plans adopted in 1991 and 1999 found that planners in the jurisdictions
reviewed were “learning to make better plans over time” (2003, p. 198). In reviewing the
longitudinal changes in plan quality, Brody also observed the influence of institutional contexts,
noting that the best predictor of a high plan quality score in the second year assessed was a
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high-quality score in the first year assessed. To Brody, this indicates the presence and
influence of institutionalized “policy legacies” with long-lasting impacts – “once a jurisdiction sets a
tradition of strong planning, it tends to carry on to other plan updates, staff changes, and even shifts
in political regimes” (2003, p. 196).
In terms of other institutional and demographic considerations, Guyadeen (2019) found some
variation between plan quality and municipality type (single-tier, upper-tier, and lower-tier) in a
review of the quality of OPs in the GGH area of Ontario. Stevens (2013) found that the overall
local planning context (operationalized as the municipal population, year of plan adoption, and
use of consultants in plan preparation) did not have a strong role in influencing the quality of
plans in British Columbia.
The influence of state planning mandates on the quality of local plans is also a significant focus
in the plan quality literature. Conclusions around the impact of these mandates on the quality of
local plans is said to be contested (Rudolf, Grădinaru, & Hersperger, 2017). Guyadeen (2019),
providing a summary of the literature, notes that some scholars assert that state planning
mandates can result in poorly developed plans, plans that are uninspiring or less creative, or
plans that are strong procedurally but weak analytically, while others note that the presence of
state planning mandates can have a positive influence on plan quality. In his assessment of
OPs in Ontario, Guyadeen founded that “the provincial government has an influence on the
quality of municipal officials plans” and that the plans reviewed were “strongest in areas that had
clear direction from the provincial government” (2019, p. 10).

2.3.5 Plan Quality and Planning Outcomes
The plan quality literature contends that, in theory, the quality of a plan has the potential to
influence the success of its implementation (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2018). However, the
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findings in relation to this contention are mixed, and aspects of the literature also identify this
connection between plan quality and implementation or outcomes as tenuous and in need of
further exploration. Lyles and Stevens (2014) note that while studies have generally found that
higher quality plans are associated with better outcomes, there is a dearth of research in this
regard that results in a gap in understanding the value of plan quality. Rudolf and Grădinaru
(2019) also identify a lack of attention toward the influence of plan quality on how plans are
implemented as a major gap in the literature.
The difficulties in bridging this gap are indicative of the overall challenge with evaluating
implementation outcomes in the context of land use planning. It is difficult to distinguish the
influence of planning factors from non-planning factors on planning outcomes, creating an issue
with assigning causality or attribution (Laurian, et al., 2010). Beyond the issue of attribution,
there are other factors beyond the quality of a plan that can contribute to poor implementation or
outcomes, including institutional capacity and the actions of those involved with implementation,
among other things (Guyadeen & Seasons, 2018). However, the planning evaluation literature
does outline approaches that support evaluation of implementation and planning outcomes
within this context.
Rudolf and Grădinaru (2019) identify two common approaches to planning evaluation:
performance approaches (see the plan as a ‘vision’, with successful implementation
represented by the use of the plan as a decision-making support) and conformance approaches
(see the plan as a ‘blueprint’, with successful implementation occurring through the execution of
policies and attainment of outcomes that correspond to plan provisions). The component of this
research paper concerned with implementation outcomes uses a conformance approach – it
seeks to understand whether monitoring and evaluation activities undertaken in practice
correspond to those identified in the plan. This aligns with Guyadeen and Seasons’ reference to
14

implementation as “the extent to which measures and outcomes in the plan materialize on the
ground” (2018, p. 105). In this way, a connection can be made between plan quality and
conformance, at least with respect to the monitoring and evaluation content of OPs and the
related implementation actions they identify.
Given the lack of consensus in the literature on the relationship between plan quality and
implementation outcomes, there is an identified need for further research. Lyles and Stevens
note the need for “analyses of conformance of post-adoption actions to plan proscriptions …
and analyses of plan influences on outcomes” (2014, p. 437). Guyadeen and Seasons also
highlight the need to investigate “whether higher quality plans lead to successful implementation
and better outcomes” (2016, p. 221).
2.4

Plan Quality Evaluation – Critiques & Limitations

Alongside the growth in plan quality evaluation studies, several critiques and limitations inherent
to the approach have also been identified. The criticisms and limitations of plan quality research
include: its specific focus on the “plan-as-object” at a specific moment in time and the potential
simplicity of capturing plan quality in a quantitative measure, the lack of a clear empirical
connection between plan quality and the effects of a plan upon implementation, and concerns
related to the application of content analysis methodologies.
Plan quality research proposes to translate a document’s content – which is in and of itself
qualitative and often the result of a complex and contested process – into a quantitative score.
There are inherent issues with this. On the one hand, the simplification does enable a focus on
the content that is adopted within a plan, which is important. On the other hand, it does not
capture the processes on either side of this adopted content – its development or its
implementation.
15

The overall utility of plan quality as a mode of meaningful evaluation has also been called into
question in some regards. Lyles and Stevens (2014) note the lack of studies that link plan
quality to planning outcomes and Guyadeen (2019) notes that there is little current empirical
evidence that connects higher plan quality with better planning outcomes. This may be a high
hurdle to overcome, given the complexity of planning processes and the non-planning factors
that can often influence decision-making and the distribution of resources, such as political
considerations or community support (Guyadeen, 2019). As the notion of a plan’s efficacy
seems central to plan quality research, this gap needs to be better addressed in the literature.

Lyles and Stevens (2014), in their evaluation of forty-five plan quality studies published between
1994 and 2012, identify several methodological concerns. They suggest a need to improve the
rigour with which the content analysis methodology is applied and increase the thoroughness and
transparency of information provided by researchers in their reporting. For example, they identify
the need for more rigour in the design, development, and use of content analysis and coding
procedures and recommend approaches to increase the reliability of data collected through
content analysis. Concerns have also been identified with respect to how plan quality scores are
calculated, especially in terms of how the weighting of criteria is, or is not, approached.
These criticisms and limitations are important and were considered in the research design
discussed in the next section. In some instances, these criticisms were addressed to the extent
feasible – for example, by ensuring methodological thoroughness and transparency in the
approach and its limitations. In other instances, where the limitations relate to theoretical
underpinnings, these are acknowledged and must be considered when interpreting and applying
the findings presented in this research report.

16

3

Research Design

This section describes the research design. In short, it is based on the theory and methodology
established in the plan quality literature where meaning is extracted from the content of
municipal OP documents. The research aims to describe levels of plan quality related to
monitoring and evaluation at multiple points in time, to investigate possible explanations for the
identified levels of plan quality and changes to those levels over time, and, to assess whether
higher levels of plan quality are related to specific types of monitoring and evaluation activities
undertaken in practice by municipalities. In doing so, the research also provides information to
support recommendations for both planning practice and further research.
To explain the research design, this section first discusses the units of analysis and case
selection. Second, the key concepts underlying the research are defined and operationalized.
Third, the sources of information and approaches to extracting and analyzing data from these
sources are described. This is followed by a discussion of the limitations of the research design.
3.1

Case Selection

The primary unit of analysis for this research is the municipal OP. The overall design is multicase and longitudinal. The case selection includes a geographic component (the jurisdiction to
which the municipal OP applies) and a temporal component (the year the municipal OP was
approved). These aspects of the case selection are described below.

3.1.1 Geographic Component
The case selection is initially focused on the OPs of municipalities located within the Greater
Golden Horseshoe (GGH) region of Ontario. The GGH is home to a significant portion of the
Province’s population and almost one-quarter of its municipalities, containing 110 single-tier,
upper-tier, and lower-tier municipalities. It is a fast-growing area where municipal OPs are
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expected to guide a significant increase in residents and jobs. In this context, understanding the
quality of these planning documents and how that quality has changed over time is important. It
is also an area that has recently been the subject of a plan quality study by Guyadeen (2019),
enabling a dialogue between this research paper and the existing literature.
As noted above, there are over one-hundred municipalities in the general area of study. The
significant resources required to assess the plan quality of over one-hundred OPs at multiple
points in time, even when scoped to monitoring and evaluation content, was prohibitive. As a
result, the geographic focus was narrowed through a purposive sampling strategy.

The sample consists of upper-tier municipalities that are located within the “inner-ring” of the GGH
(the Regional Municipalities of Durham, Peel, York, and Halton) and their constituent lower-tier
municipalities that have a planned population of over 75,000 by the year 2031. These parameters
result in a sample of twenty-one municipalities ranging in planned populations of 86,500 to
1,640,000 people by 2031. Together, these municipalities are planned to accommodate
4,800,000 residents, or about 42% of the total GGH population planned for by 2031. The location
of these municipalities within the GGH is shown in Figure 1 on the following page.

3.1.2 Temporal Component
The research design requires the analysis of each municipality’s OP at two points in time to
enable an assessment of whether there have been changes in the quality of the OP content
related to monitoring and evaluation.
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Figure 1: Map of Greater Golden Horseshoe & Sampled Municipalities

Lower-Tier Municipalities in Sample
Upper-Tier Municipalities in Sample
“Inner-Ring” of the Greater Golden Horseshoe
“Outer-Ring of the Greater Golden Horseshoe
Greater Golden Horseshoe

As a starting point, an inventory of OP documents from the twenty-one sampled municipalities
was assembled. In total, approximately 90 OPs were compiled. The most recent version of the
OP for each municipality was identified. To accurately reflect the date of the OP content, the
year in which the OP, or a municipally initiated OP amendment, was approved by the approval
authority or appeal tribunal was identified and inventoried. This resulted in a set of twenty-one
OPs approved between 2008 and 2018, a period of 10 years. The average year of approval for
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these OPs is 2015. The subsequent step was identifying an earlier version of the OP for each
municipality. A range of OPs were assembled from publicly available sources and/or from
municipal staff, resulting in a set of twenty-one OPs approved between 1984 and 2005, a period
of 21 years. The average date of approval for these OPs is 1995. Consequently, two sets of
OPs were identified, referred to as ‘Period A’ (the earlier grouping of OPs approved between
1984 and 2005) and ‘Period B’ (the later grouping of OPs approved between 2008 and 2018).
Because of the distribution of the OP approval dates, there is variability between the span of time
covered by the two periods as well as the span of time between the OPs for each municipality. As
noted above, Period A covers 21 years between 1984 and 2005 whereas Period B covers 10
years between 2008 and 2018. Further, while the average span between an OP in Period A and
Period B for each municipality is 21 years, this ranges from a minimum of 13 years to a maximum
of 34 years. While it may have been preferable to bring each of these spans closer together, the
actual approval dates and the availability of earlier OPs was a limiting factor.
Nevertheless, the general dividing line between the two periods – the mid-2000s – is a useful
point of demarcation. All the OPs reviewed in this study were prepared in accordance with
Ontario’s Planning Act and were subject to the Provincial land use planning system and its
mandates. However, the changes introduced to Ontario’s planning system in the mid-2000s
through an update to the Provincial Policy Statement and the introduction of the Greenbelt Plan
and the Growth Plan for the GGH were significant, and, in the context of the GGH, specific and
directive (see Pond (2009) and Eidelman (2010)).
The temporal component of the case selection enables assessment of changes in OP content
over time as well as factors that may have influenced these changes. The two periods identified
facilitate consideration of the influence of the mid-2000s change in Ontario’s land use planning
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mandate, among other planning considerations. In addition, the average approval year for each
period generally aligns with the 1996 and 2016 Census of Canada, allowing for the
consideration of a range of demographic variables.

3.1.3 Sample Details
Table 3 below provides the details of the case selection as discussed above. This includes the
municipality, the geographic area it is located within, whether it is an upper-tier (UT) or lower-tier
(LT) municipality, its planned population in 2031, the year each OP was approved, grouped into
Period A and Period B, as well as the number of years between the OP in Period A and the OP
in Period B. Summary information is also provided related to the year of plan approval within
each period, including the mean approval year, the minimum and maximum approval years, the
standard deviation (SD) and the average span of time between the approval in Period A and B.
3.2

Key Concepts & Variables

Three key concepts are operationalized for this research: first, the quality of municipal OP
content related to monitoring and evaluation; second, the conditions or factors that might
influence levels and/or changes in this aspect of plan quality; and third, the degree to which
higher levels of plan quality are related to monitoring and evaluation initiatives being undertaken
by municipalities in practice. These are described below.
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Table 3: Case Selection Details
No.

Municipality

Geographic
Area

2031
Population

Type

Plan
Approval
(Period A)

Plan
Approval
(Period B)

Difference

01

Ajax

Durham

137,670

LT

2000

2015

15 years

02

Brampton

Peel

727,000

LT

1993

2008

15 years

03

Burlington

Halton

193,000

LT

1994

2018

24 years

04

Caledon

Peel

108,000

LT

1991

2013

22 years

05

Clarington

Durham

140,340

LT

1996

2017

21 years

06

Durham Region

Durham

960,000

UT

1994

2013

19 years

07

East Gwillimbury

York

86,500

LT

1997

2014

17 years

08

Halton Region

Halton

780,000

UT

1995

2013

18 years

09

Halton Hills

Halton

94,000

LT

1987

2016

29 years

10

Markham

York

421,600

LT

1999

2017

18 years

11

Milton

Halton

238,000

LT

1997

2018

21 years

12

Mississauga

Peel

805,000

LT

2003

2016

13 years

13

Newmarket

York

97,100

LT

1996

2014

18 years

14

Oakville

Halton

255,000

LT

1984

2018

34 years

15

Oshawa

Durham

197,000

LT

1985

2016

31 years

16

Peel Region

Peel

1,640,000

UT

1996

2016

20 years

17

Pickering

Durham

225,670

LT

1997

2017

20 years

18

Richmond Hill

York

242,200

LT

1991

2018

27 years
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Vaughan

York

416,600

LT

2001

2015

14 years

20

Whitby

Durham

192,860

LT

2005

2018

13 years
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York Region

York

1,500,000

UT

1998

2015

17 years

M

1995

2015

20

min

1984

2008

13

max

2005

2018

34

5.4

2.4

5.8

21 years

10 years

n/a

SD
Span
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3.2.1 Plan Quality
The concept of plan quality has been described in the literature review above. To reiterate, plan
quality research is built on an agreed-to understanding of the elements of a “high-quality” plan.
Generally, the literature identifies eight components of plan quality. This research report is
focussed specifically on the monitoring and evaluation component. As part of the research
design, a clear understanding of the normative assumptions around this component was
developed and translated into a protocol for evaluating the OPs within the sample.
The specific elements and variables which operationalize plan quality as it relates to monitoring
and evaluation are identified in Table 4 below. These were developed based on a review of the
plan quality literature. Particular attention was paid to the studies undertaken in the Canadian
context by Stevens (2013) and Guyadeen (2019), but the monitoring and evaluation
considerations in a range of other plan quality studies were also reviewed (see: Rudolf &
Grădinaru (2019), Spurlock (2018), Rudolf, Grădinaru & Hersperger (2017), Potts (2017),
Stevens & Shoubridge (2015), Baynham & Stevens (2014), Berke & Godschalk (2009), and
Norton (2008), among others).
To inform the research design, a summary chart was prepared identifying the criteria used to
assess monitoring and evaluation content in these studies. This produced an understanding of
the common or consensus measures identified in the literature. As noted above, particular
attention was given to those studies applicable to the Canadian context to ensure a consistent
approach and to allow for comparability. Having said that, consensus was observed on the key
elements of high-quality monitoring and evaluation content in planning documents across the
literature reviewed, independent of jurisdiction. For this research, the common elements have
been grouped into three categories: ‘A. Plan Structure’, ‘B. Monitoring Intentions’, and ‘C.
Monitoring Framework’, all of which are described further below.
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Table 4: Plan Quality Assessment Variables for Monitoring & Evaluation
Category

Variable

Description

A. Plan
Structure

A.1 Standalone
Section

The OP includes a separate section that specifically
addresses how the plan is to be monitored and evaluated.

B. Monitoring
Intentions

B.1 Quantified
Goals & Policies

The OP includes goals/policies that are quantified through
measurable objectives, targets, and/or indicators.

B.2 Monitoring
Directions

The OP includes directions to monitor and evaluate its
goals/policies.

C.1 Monitoring
Mechanisms

The OP identifies mechanisms (e.g., monitoring reports or
programs, etc.) for undertaking monitoring and evaluation.

C.2 Plan
Review

The OP identifies a timetable for updating the plan based, in
part, on results of monitoring and evaluation.

C. Monitoring
Framework

In terms of a plan’s structure, a high-quality plan is seen as one that addresses the importance
of monitoring and evaluation and that makes it a prominent part of the plan. This is measured
through the ‘standalone section’ variable (A.1) which assesses whether the OP contains a
separate monitoring and evaluation section as well as the level of detail and direction provided
by the policies contained within it.
For the second category, a high-quality plan is one that clearly identifies what needs to be
monitored and evaluated to understand whether the plan is achieving its goals. Put another
way, a high-quality plan is one that clearly identifies what is intended to be monitored and
evaluated as the plan is implemented and one that facilitates this monitoring and evaluation
through identifying specific and measureable targets or indicators for its goals and policies. This
is measured through two variables. The ‘quantified goals and policies’ variable (B.1) provides a
measure of how well the policies are structured to enable monitoring and evaluation. The
‘monitoring directions’ (B.2) variable assesses the degree to which the plan specifically identifies
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the need to monitor a goal or policy set out in the plan. These two variables then, provide a
sense of the monitoring intentions set out in the plan.
The final category considers the direction the plan provides around how monitoring and
evaluation is to be undertaken, or the monitoring framework the plan sets out. In this context, a
high-quality plan is one that is specific and directive about how monitoring and evaluation
should occur over the course of plan implementation. This is measured through the ‘monitoring
mechanisms’ (C.1) and ‘plan review’ (C.2) variables. The monitoring mechanisms variable
considers whether the plan identifies specific approaches to monitoring and evaluating the plan.
This can take the form of a general statement that a monitoring program should be developed or
a more specific requirement to assess and report on specific indicators within a set timeframe.
The plan review variable considers whether the plan sets out a specific process and timeline for
its review and whether this process includes reference to being informed and supported by
monitoring and evaluation.
Taken together, a plan with high-quality monitoring and evaluation content is one that is
structured in a way that gives prominence to monitoring and evaluation and is clear about what
needs to be monitored and evaluated and how that monitoring and evaluation should take place
on an ongoing and regular basis.
The assessment of each OP against the components of plan quality for monitoring and
evaluation described above produces the variables identified in Table 5. The specific approach
used to assign scores to each of these variables is detailed in the following section, but at a
high-level, each variable is assigned a score of ‘0’ (absent or minimal), ‘1’ (identified but
limited/vague), or ‘2’ (identified and clear/comprehensive) based on a review of the OP content.
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The plan quality score for each OP is the sum of the scores for these five variables, resulting in
a maximum overall score of 10.

Table 5: Plan Quality Score Variables
Variable

Description

PQ Score A.1 –
Standalone Section

the score (‘0’, ‘1’ or ‘2’) assigned based on the presence and quality of
a monitoring or evaluation section for each OP in Periods A and B.

PQ Score B.1 –
Quantified Goals & Policies

the score (‘0’, ‘1’ or ‘2’) assigned based on the presence and quality of
quantified goals and policies in each OP in Periods A and B.

PQ Score B.2 –
Monitoring Directions

the score (‘0’, ‘1’ or ‘2’) assigned based on the presence and quality of
monitoring directions in each OP in Periods A and B.

PQ Score C.1 –
Monitoring Mechanisms

the score (‘0’, ‘1’ or ‘2’) assigned based on the presence and quality of
monitoring mechanisms in each OP in Periods A and B.

PQ Score C.2 –
Plan Review

the score (‘0’, ‘1’ or ‘2’) assigned based on the presence and quality of
direction to review the plan in each OP in Periods A and B.

Overall PQ Score –
OP Score

an overall monitoring and evaluation plan quality score out of 10 for
each OP in Periods A and B (sum of A.1, B.1, B.2, C.1 and C.2 scores).

Overall PQ Score –
Period Score

an overall average monitoring and evaluation plan quality score for all
OPs in Periods A and B based on the applicable Overall OP Scores.

Change in PQ Scores

the change in scores for the five individual plan quality variables, in the
overall plan quality score for each OP, and for the overall plan quality
score for each period, based on the respective differences between the
scores in Periods A and B.

In addition to the plan quality assessment and score variables discussed above, the detailed
review of municipal OP content provides an opportunity to collect supplemental information to
complement and support the plan quality research. Specifically, this includes identifying the
type and frequency of certain policy areas or subjects addressed in the measurable goals and
policies (B.1), monitoring directions (B.2), and monitoring mechanisms (C.1) present in OPs
within both Period A and Period B.
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These policy area frequency variables, identified in Table 6, group policy areas into four broad
thematic categories for analysis: general or overall monitoring, growth management,
infrastructure and finance, and environment and natural resources. They provide a more
nuanced understanding of certain plan quality assessment variables, help to support the scoring
of OPs to ensure consistency, and, with respect to the monitoring mechanisms, provide
information that can be compared to outcomes in practice.

Table 6: Monitoring & Evaluation Policy Area Frequency Variables
Variable

Description

Target / Indicator
Frequency by Type

frequency of specific growth management, infrastructure and finance,
and natural resources and environmental targets/indicators in each OP.

Monitoring Direction
Frequency by Type

frequency of polices that direct the monitoring and evaluation of the OP
overall and for growth management, infrastructure and finance, and
natural resources and environmental policies in each OP.

Monitoring Mechanism
Frequency by Type

frequency of policies that identify specific monitoring mechanisms for
the OP overall and for growth management, infrastructure and finance,
and natural resources and environmental policies in each OP.

The assessment variables (Table 4), the score variables (Table 5), and the frequency variables
(Table 6) work together to operationalize the concept of plan quality in the context of monitoring
and evaluation and to enable an understanding of the quality of municipal OPs in the GGH and
how that quality may have changed.

3.2.2 Assessing Changes in Plan Quality
The second key concept pertains to the factors that influence levels of plan quality as well as
changes to those levels over time. Three groups of explanatory variables were identified –
planning, institutional, and demographic, described in Table 7. These variables are informed
by precedents in other plan quality studies as well as assumptions about matters that could
influence plan quality in the GGH.
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Table 7: Explanatory Variables
Type

Variable

Description

Planning

OP Type

new OP (repealed/replaced) vs. amended OP

OP Approval Year

year of OP approval

Planning Mandate

post-2005 Provincial planning mandate (Period B)

Municipality Type

upper-tier, lower-tier

Municipality Location

location in the GGH (Halton, Durham, Peel, York)

Upper-Tier PQ Score

plan quality score for each upper-tier

Planning Staff Size

planners on the municipal staff in 2016 (Period B)

Existing Population

population in 1996 (Period A) and 2016 (Period B)

Planned Population

planned population by 2031 (Period B)

Growth Rates

actual (1996-2016) / planned (2016-2031)

Population Density

people per km2 in 1996 (Period A) and 2016 (Period B)

Institutional

Demographic

The planning variables consider the potential role of the plan document itself as well as the
context or process that led to or informed its approval in influencing plan quality. The ‘OP Type’
variable considers whether the OP was approved as a new document (i.e., whether its previous
version was repealed and replaced with an entirely new version) or whether it was updated
through an OP amendment. In terms of the broader planning context, the ‘OP Approval Year’
considers the period of time the plan was approved within while the ‘Planning Mandate’ variable
considers the influence of the post-2005 Provincial land use planning framework on the OPs in
Period B.
The second set of variables considers the role institutional factors may play in influencing plan
quality. This includes whether the municipality is an upper-tier or lower-tier (‘Municipality Type’),
whether the location of the municipality in the GGH influences plan quality (‘Municipality
Location’), whether the plan quality score of the upper-tier municipality influences or is related to
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the lower-tier municipalities’ scores (‘Upper-Tier PQ Score’), and finally, whether the size of a
municipal planning department has an effect on plan quality (‘Planning Staff Size’).
Finally, the demographic variables consider whether differing levels or rates of existing and
planned population, growth rates, and population density have an influence or relationship to
levels of plan quality.

3.2.3 Plan Quality, Plan Efficacy & Monitoring Implementation
The third concept considers the impacts of a plan’s content. In this case, there is a specific
interest in the relationship between the quality of monitoring and evaluation content in an OP and
the monitoring and evaluation activities that a municipality implements in practice. This concept
provides a connection to the notion of a plan’s efficacy, or its ability to produce a planned impact.
The plan quality literature generally puts forth the idea that higher levels of plan quality result in
higher levels of plan efficacy. The purpose of this concept then, is to determine how differing plan
quality levels relate to monitoring and evaluation activities implemented in practice. Put simply,
when municipalities have an OP that addresses monitoring and evaluation comprehensively, are
they more likely to implement monitoring and evaluation activities in practice?
For this research, the concept of plan efficacy is operationalized by documenting specific
monitoring and evaluation activities undertaken by each municipality between 2016 and 2020
and comparing these findings to the plan quality score and frequency variables discussed
above. It represents a simple conformance evaluation between plan content related to
monitoring mechanisms and implementation actions undertaken by municipalities.
The monitoring and evaluation activities considered are limited to those identified in staff reports
to each municipal council. While municipalities may undertake monitoring and evaluation in
many ways, public reports are an accessible source of information and are commonly identified
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monitoring mechanisms in OPs. The monitoring mechanisms identified in each municipality’s
OP were documented through the process of coding and scoring each OP and are also
summarized in the ‘Monitoring Mechanism Frequency by Type’ variable. This enables a
comparative analysis of the monitoring framework set out in the OP and the monitoring
outcomes implemented in practice, allowing an assessment of the level of conformance
between the prescriptions in plan content and implementation actions.
3.3

Data Collection & Analysis

3.3.1 Municipal OPs
The primary sources of information for this research are municipal OP documents. The
versions of these documents within Period B (2008-2018) were available to download on
municipal websites. The documents within Period A (1984-2005), given their age, were not
always available through online sources. Instead, several approaches were used to obtain
these documents including accessing archived web content, contacting municipal staff, or
visiting local libraries. Where the OP was only available in hardcopy, it was scanned and
digitized to facilitate coding and scoring.

3.3.2 Plan Quality Variables
As discussed previously, the research design builds on the plan quality literature and its
approach to content analysis. Informed by this literature, a protocol was developed to guide the
collection of data on the five plan quality assessment variables described above. A copy of this
plan quality evaluation protocol is provided as Appendix A. The protocol includes a description
of each variable, the criteria against which the OP content was assessed to assign a score of ‘0’
(absent or minimal), ‘1’ (identified but limited/vague), or ‘2’ (identified and comprehensive/clear),
and the source from which the measure and scoring approach was based on or adapted from.

30

Using this protocol, each OP document in the sample was reviewed in full. Content that did not
relate to the monitoring and evaluation assessment variables was struck out. Content that did
relate to monitoring and evaluation was highlighted and colour-coded in accordance with a
scheme corresponding to the five plan quality assessment variables. This information was then
transcribed into a codebook organized based on the five plan quality assessment variables.
Corresponding information was also recorded, including the section reference, the applicable
policy area, and the content’s degree of specificity.
Based on the review of the OP and codebook content, an initial score was assigned for each
plan quality assessment variable in accordance with the evaluation protocol. The individual
scores for each variable were then combined to produce an overall score for each OP that
ranged from a minimum of ‘0’ to a maximum of ‘10’. These scores were used to produce overall
average scores for all OPs in Period A and Period B and to identify degrees of change (i.e., the
plan quality score variables).
The research design was developed with an awareness of the criticisms of the methodology
used in plan quality evaluations offered by Lyles and Stevens (2014) and discussed in the
literature review – namely, that researchers “need to be able to make strong claims that content
analysis methods are rigorously applied and that plan quality data are reliable and replicable” (p.
442). This research was undertaken in the context of certain time and resource constraints –
nevertheless, to the extent possible, steps were taken to address the internal consistency and
external reliability of the scoring.
To support internal consistency, the codebook data was used to prepare a list of all the specific
indicators/targets as well as policy areas referenced in monitoring and evaluation directions and
mechanisms. A total of 34 specific indicators/targets, 23 types of monitoring directions, and 12
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types of monitoring mechanisms were identified. These were grouped into four broad
categories: overall monitoring, growth management, infrastructure and finance, and
environment and natural resources.
The codebook entry for each OP was reviewed to identify the presence of these elements, and,
for those that were present, whether they were included in the OP in a vague or specific way.
This information was used to produce a supplemental score for each OP. As with the overall
scoring protocol, an OP was assigned ‘0’ if the element was absent, ‘1’ if it was identified in a
limited or vague manner, and ‘2’ if it was identified in a clear and comprehensive way. For
indicators/targets (B.1), each OP was assigned a supplemental score out of a possible 68 –
these scores ranged from 0 to 35. For monitoring directions (B.2), each OP was assigned a
supplemental score out of a possible 46 – these scores ranged from 2 to 22. Finally, for
monitoring mechanisms (C.1), each OP was assigned a supplemental score out of a possible
24, and these scores ranged from 0 to 13.
These supplemental scores were compared against the scores for the overall variables to
ensure consistency (i.e., that all OPs with a supplemental score in the same range were
assigned the same overall score). This resulted in the review and adjustment of a limited
number of scores, but for the most part, confirmed the appropriateness of the application of the
scoring protocol and consistency across the 42 OPs assessed.
In terms of external reliability and replicability, given the use of a consistent protocol and scoring
approach, the plan quality scores for the OPs of GGH municipalities in the existing literature
were considered. It was determined that of the twenty-one OPs in Period B, sixteen were the
same as those assessed by Guyadeen (2019). For the sixteen OPs, the difference in the
average scores in this research and in Guyadeen’s assessment was only 0.44, or a difference
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of about 4.4 per cent. There is some variability across the scores for each OP, but about 80 per
cent of the OPs were assigned the same score or had a score within a range of +/- 10 per cent.
Overall, then, the approach to analyzing the content of a set of municipal OPs is consistent with
the plan quality literature and appropriate for the scope of this research, providing a useful set of
data to analyze and draw appropriate conclusions from.

3.3.3 Explanatory Variables
For the explanatory variables, information was gathered from a variety of publicly available
sources. For the planning variables, the required information was available within the OP
documents themselves or in municipal staff reports. For the institutional variables, information
was collected from publicly available municipal documents as well as from trade publications
(Novae Res Urbis Publishing, 2016), and from the plan quality variables produced through this
research. Finally, the demographic variables were collected from Statistics Canada, and in
particular Census Profiles from the 1996 Census of Canada and the 2016 Census of Canada,
as well as from the OP documents themselves.

3.3.4 Municipal Monitoring & Evaluation Reporting
The assessment of a plan’s efficacy in relation to its quality is based on a comparison of specific
monitoring and evaluation activities undertaken in practice (i.e., reports to council) and the
monitoring mechanisms identified in an OP. A review of municipal council and committee
agendas between 2016 and 2020 was undertaken to identify reports that addressed the
monitoring and evaluation of the municipality’s OP. The reports identified were inventoried to
identify their subject and year of publication. This information was then compared directly to the
monitoring mechanisms documented in the codebook to produce information on whether
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implementation did or did not occur as intended, or, whether monitoring and evaluation reports
were undertaken in the absence of such directive content in the OP.
3.4

Limitations

There are limitations to this research design that warrant discussion. These include the sample
size, the focus on one aspect of plan quality and specific aspects of monitoring and evaluation,
the reliability and replicability of data produced through content analysis, and the limitations
around conclusions related to explaining levels and changes in plan quality as well as the
relationship between plan quality and implementation actions.
The research design is based on a sample of twenty-one municipalities. These municipalities
were selected based on their shared location within the inner-ring of the GGH as well as having
a planned population of more than 75,000 people by 2031 – a sampling strategy appropriate for
the scope of this study. However, the sample does not contain single-tier municipalities,
municipalities with smaller planned populations in the inner-ring of the GGH, or any
municipalities in other parts of the GGH. This presents potential limitations on how the findings
may be understood and applied.
Unlike other plan quality investigations, this research focuses solely on monitoring and
evaluation. While this enables a more in-depth analysis of this aspect of plan quality, it also
limits the understanding of the overall changes in the quality of OP documents over time. It is
also somewhat limited in its focus on specific aspects of monitoring and evaluation – it does not
consider ex-ante evaluation or evaluation in the context of plan-making or decision-making.
Further, while it offers an evaluation of plan content, it is limited in its evaluation of the impacts
or outcomes of this content.
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The approach to assessing the relationship between plan content and plan efficacy is somewhat
cursory, only pointing to a degree of conformance (whether or not something was done) rather
than the actual effect or impact. That is, it identifies if a specific monitoring report identified in
the OP was prepared in practice, but does not consider in detail its content, quality, or whether
that monitoring and evaluation work results in better planning outcomes. It is also limited in
terms of the monitoring and evaluation initiatives considered – by necessity, publicly-available
reports to council were used as the source of information. While this also often aligns with the
monitoring mechanisms identified in OPs, there may be monitoring mechanisms or initiatives
embedded within other processes – for example, as part of internal departmental processes, as
part of a detailed study or master plan, as part of site-specific development processes or
agreements, or as part of a broader OP review process. This specific focus allows for a detailed
understanding of specific approaches to monitoring and evaluation in land use planning, but it is
not comprehensive in this regard.
Attempts have been made to mitigate and account for these limitations where possible. In some
cases, the limitations are unavoidable, being a product of constraints in resources as well as
being beyond the intended focus. These limitations are understood and accepted and while
they may influence how the research findings are understood, they do not detract from the
research overall and the descriptive and explanatory information it presents in relation to the
quality of content in municipal OPs over time related to monitoring and evaluation.

35

4

Research Results

The findings from the assessment of the OPs reviewed are presented below. First, the changes
in the level of plan quality related to monitoring and evaluation are described. This includes a
description of overall changes in plan quality and a summary of changes within the specific
elements that constitute the overall score. Findings are also presented on changes in the
frequency and type indicators, issues intended to be monitored, and implementation mechanisms
across the two periods assessed. Second, results related to the relationship between plan quality
scores and several explanatory variables are identified. The third and final component of this
section presents information on specific monitoring and evaluation efforts undertaken by
municipalities and their relationship to observed plan quality levels.
4.1

Plan Quality Scores & Changes

4.1.1 Overall Plan Quality Scores
Overall, the monitoring and evaluation plan quality scores increased between the two periods
assessed. For OPs in Period A (OPs adopted between 1984 and 2005), the average score
across all the OPs was 3.67. The scores ranged from a minimum of 0.00 to a maximum of 7.00.
During Period B (OPs adopted between 2008 and 2018), the overall average score increased
by 1.66 to 5.33. The minimum score increased to 2.00 and the maximum score also increased
to 9.00. The distributions of scores within the two periods are shown in Figure 2 and the scores
for each OP assessed are shown chronologically in Figure 3. The detailed plan quality scores
for each municipality are provided in Appendix B.
On average, the monitoring and evaluation plan quality scores remain relatively low for the OPs
assessed: the average score across all the forty-two OPs reviewed was 4.50 out of a possible
score of 10.00. This is consistent with the literature which has found that plan quality scores for
monitoring and evaluation are generally low and that monitoring and evaluation is generally a
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forgotten stage of the planning process or something that planners value but do not, or are not
able to, centre. However, there are two other important findings.
First, the average plan quality score increased between the two periods studied. This indicates
the potential that the attention paid to monitoring and evaluation in OPs has increased, at least
to some degree. More detailed information on what exactly has changed in terms of OP content
to drive this change is explored later in this section. Second, there is variability in the
distribution of plan quality scores across the municipalities studied, with some OPs having very
high scores and others very low scores, with a cluster in the middle. This applies a caveat to
the overall average score findings – low scores are not always apparent, and there are
municipal OPs in the GGH that contain very high-quality monitoring and evaluation content.
This indicates a need to further investigate what may contribute to or explain these differences.

Figure 2: Distribution of Plan Quality Scores, Period A & Period B
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Figure 3: Overall Plan Quality Scores (By Approval Date)

Overall Plan Quality Score by OP – Period A
Overall Plan Quality Score by OP – Period B
Average Plan Quality Score – Period A
Average Plan Quality Score – Period B
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4.1.2 Degree of Change in Plan Quality Scores
The degree of change in the plan quality scores between Period A and Period B differed by
municipality. No municipalities exhibited a decrease in their overall plan quality score, while five
municipalities (23.8 per cent) saw their plan quality score remain unchanged between the two
periods. For those municipalities that saw an increase, these ranged from marginal to more
substantive degrees of change, with the highest change being an increase of 5.00. The
differences in overall plan quality scores by municipality between Period A and Period B are
identified in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Change in Plan Quality Score from Period A to Period B by Municipality

4.1.3 Specific Components of Plan Quality Scores
The overall plan quality scores discussed above are made up of five elements: a standalone
monitoring and evaluation section (A.1), quantified goals and policies (B.1), monitoring
directions (B.2), monitoring mechanisms (C.1), and plan review (C.2). The overall average
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score for each plan quality measure within Periods A and B, as well as the degree of change
between them, is summarized in Table 8. In Table 9, the change in the number of OPs
assigned each score across Period A and Period B is shown. These figures show that overall,
each of the plan quality measures increased between Period A and Period B. However, this
change occurred to differing degrees.
The most significant change observed is in scores for the quantified goals and polices variable
(B.1): the average score increased by 0.90, accounting for almost half of the change in the
overall average score between Period A and Period B. A strong change in the quantity and
quality of measurable goals and policies was observed – while 10 OPs scored ‘0’ in Period A,
this was reduced to only 1 OP in Period B; conversely, while no OPs scored ‘2’ in Period A, this
increased to 10 OPs in Period B. This indicates an increased focus on identifying goals and
policies whose implementation can be measured, monitored, and evaluated. Specific
indicators/targets observed and potential factors contributing to this change in OP content are
discussed later in this paper.

Table 8: Overall Average Scores
Plan Quality Measure

Period A
Score

Period B
Score

Change

A.1 – Standalone Section

0.62

0.95

0.33

B.1 – Quantified Goals & Policies

0.52

1.43

0.90

B.2 – Directions to Monitor

1.14

1.33

0.19

C.1 – Monitoring Mechanisms

0.48

0.52

0.05

C.2 – Plan Review

0.90

1.10

0.19

Overall PQ Score

3.67

5.33

1.66

note: numbers may not total due to rounding
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Table 9: Change in Number of OPs Assigned Specific Scores
Plan Quality Measure

OPs w/ Score ‘0’

OPs w/ Score ‘1’

OPs w/ Score ‘2’

A

B

Δ

A

B

Δ

A

B

Δ

A.1 – Standalone Section

11

6

-5

7

10

+3

3

5

+2

B.1 – Quantified Goals & Policies

10

1

-9

11

10

-1

0

10

+10

B.2 – Directions to Monitor

4

2

-2

10

10

0

7

9

+2

C.1 – Monitoring Mechanisms

12

12

0

7

6

-1

1

2

+1

C.2 – Plan Review

2

1

-1

19

17

-2

0

3

+3

The next largest increase observed is in the standalone section variable (A.1). Here, the average
score increased by 0.33, from 0.62 to 0.95. In Period A, over half of the OPs had no standalone
monitoring and evaluation section at all. In Period B, this was reduced to just over one-quarter of
the OPs. In Period B, fifteen of the twenty-one OPs had a standalone monitoring and evaluation
section, with five of those OPs being assigned the highest score given its level of detail and
comprehensiveness. As with the quantified goals and policies, this suggests an increased focus
on monitoring and evaluation as a component of a plan’s structure. At the same time, where
these standalone sections were present, most often, their content was limited or vague.
The other plan quality assessment variables saw more marginal increases and lower overall
average scores. Of note, there was almost no change to the scores assigned to the monitoring
mechanisms variable (C.1). Over half of the OPs in Period A identified no specific monitoring
mechanisms, and this remained constant in Period B. The overall average scores of 0.48 and
0.52 were the lowest scores for the five variables in both Period A and B. This indicates a
potential existing and continued disconnect between OP content that identifies what is to be
monitored (the monitoring intentions) and that identifies how that monitoring is to take place (the
monitoring framework).
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4.1.4 Plan Quality Frequency & Type
Additional review of the codebook content was undertaken for the quantified goals/policies
variable (B.1), the monitoring directions variable (B.2) and the monitoring mechanism variable
(C.1). This analysis provided a more detailed understanding of the content in municipal OPs
related to these variables, which is of interest in and of itself. It also allowed for a more nuanced
understanding of the relationship between this OP content and the changes to the overall plan
quality scores between Period A and Period B. These findings and their implications are
discussed below.
In the OPs reviewed, a total of 34 different types of indicators/targets were identified. An
increase in the presence and quality of quantified goals and policies was shown to be the main
driver for the overall increase in plan quality scores between Periods A and B. This information
provides a richer level of detail on that content, how it contributes to plan quality, and why it may
have changed.
Figure 5 lists these indicators/targets and identifies the frequency at which they were identified
in the OPs reviewed, both in Period A and Period B. An indication is also provided as to the
quality of the content – whether it was clear and comprehensive (i.e., had a specific intention,
direction, and timeframe) or was limited and/or vague (i.e., had only one of the intention,
direction, timeframe attributes).
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Figure 5: Type & Frequency of Indicators/Targets Identified in Municipal OPs
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Most of these indicators/targets focus on growth management, or how the OP directs population
and employment growth. They include, for example, targets for the number of people and jobs
to be achieved by a specific year within the municipality as a whole or within specific areas of
the municipality, targets for population and employment densities and intensification rates,
targets for the mix and affordability of housing, and targets for the land supply available for
growth, among others. The emphasis on these elements is not surprising given the GGH
region’s context as a fast-growing area and the relative ease with which these elements can be
measured, monitored, and evaluated.

A general increase in the presence of these indicators/targets and their degree of specificity is
observed between Period A and Period B. Significant increases are observed in the presence
of targets/indicators related to intensification (from 33 per cent of OPs to 100 per cent), growth
area density (from 33 per cent to 100 per cent), greenfield area density (from 19 per cent to 76
per cent) and housing affordability (from 43 per cent to 86 per cent). There is a connection
between these changes and the new Provincial planning mandate that applied to the OPs in
Period B. The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 (Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing, 2006), introduced several specific targets municipal OPs were required to
include. The influence of the Provincial planning mandate may also be observed in Period A –
specific targets around housing and land supply can also be connected to Provincial policy
statements and directives issued during that time (e.g., the Provincial Policy Statement, Housing
Policy Statements, etc.). At the same time, some of the OPs contained the types of indicators /
targets that would eventually be mandated by the Province far in advance of that mandate.
Another change identified is the increased inclusion of measurable goals and policies related to
the environment and natural resources. While just one municipality had an indicator/target
related to climate change in Period A, this increased to 76 per cent of OPs in Period B. A
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similar increase from 0 per cent to 52 per cent of OPs was observed in relation to
indicators/targets for sustainability and green building standards. Notwithstanding these
significant increases, most of these directions remained general or vague in nature. This
indicates the role of emerging policy areas and a focus on monitoring and evaluation as these
new areas are introduced into OPs.

Figure 6: Type & Frequency of Monitoring Directions Identified in Municipal OPs
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In terms of OP content that provides direction for monitoring and evaluation to occur, twentythree policy areas or subjects were identified, as shown in Figure 6. The majority of the
monitoring directions identified in the OPs were general or vague – that is, they simply state that
a policy area should be monitored, but do not provide any detail around indicators/targets or
monitoring mechanisms. For example, an OP may state that “rural development should be
monitored” without placing any parameters or specific details around this direction.
The exceptions to this generality relate to monitoring directions related to housing, intensification,
land supply, and overall monitoring. With respect to these policy areas, OPs more often would
provide a greater level of detail and specificity. In terms of housing, 52 per cent of OPs in both
Period A and Period B provided detailed direction to monitor this policy area, for example, stating
that housing should be monitored through an ongoing assessment of the number and type of units
constructed and the cost of these units in relation to average incomes.
Overall, there was an increase in plan content that provided direction for overall monitoring and
evaluation in OPs between Period A and Period B, increasing from 57 per cent of OPs to 71 per
cent. However, in line with the trends discussed above, most of this direction was provided in a
limited or vague manner, with only 24 per cent and 29 per cent of municipalities providing
detailed direction for overall monitoring and evaluation in their OPs in Period A and Period B,
respectively.
As with the indicators/targets, an increase was also observed in Period B with respect to
directions to monitor policy areas generally related to the natural environmental and natural
resources. Where in Period A there was only one OP that contained direction to monitor and
evaluate policies related to sustainability and climate change, this increased to 62 per cent of

46

OPs in Period B. Significant increases are also seen in terms of directions to monitor
intensification, watershed plans, and the environment.
Finally, Figure 7 identifies the policy areas for which municipal OPs contained specific
monitoring mechanisms. In both Period A and Period B, around half of the municipalities
identified a mechanism for the overall monitoring and evaluation of their OP. There was a slight
increase in the frequency of this content (from 48 per cent to 57 per cent) as well as in the
degree of specificity (19 per cent of the OPs had policies that were identified
clearly/comprehensively in Period A, increasing to 33 per cent in Period B). The specific
policies identified targets/indicators, a specific vehicle for reporting, and a timeline for reporting
while the vague policies stated more generally that monitoring and evaluation would be
undertaken through an undefined program or initiative.

Figure 7: Type & Frequency of Monitoring Mechanisms Identified in Municipal OPs
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Generally, the identification of specific components of a monitoring framework were rarely
observed in the OP content. Other than the references to monitoring reports related to housing
in about one-third of the OPs reviewed (consistent with the high degree of monitoring direction
for housing in Table 6), specific monitoring mechanisms in OPs were very limited, occurring in
about ten per cent of OPs for most policy areas.
4.2

Contributing Factors for Plan Quality Scores & Changes

As described above, this research has found that the overall level of plan quality related to
monitoring and evaluation has increased across the two periods studied, and, that while the
overall level of plan quality is low, these levels as well as the degrees of change vary across the
municipalities studied. The second question this research paper is concerned with is
considering what factors might help to explain the variability in plan quality scores and the
changes to those scores over time.
All the municipalities within the sample are located within the GGH region and all are subject to
the same overall planning framework set out in Provincial planning mandates. Despite these
similarities, there are stark differences in plan quality and how each plan approaches monitoring
and evaluation. A set of planning, institutional, and demographic variables were assembled to
investigate potential factors that explain or contribute to these differences. The findings with
respect to each of these are described below.

4.2.1 Planning
There are three explanatory variables related to the overall planning context that are
considered: the year the plan was approved, whether the plan that was approved was a new OP
or an updated OP; and the role of the updated Provincial planning mandate which applied to the
OPs Period B. The findings related to these variables are summarized in Table 10 below.
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Table 10: Summary of Planning Explanatory Variable Findings
Variable

Findings

OP
Approval
Year

•

Beyond the increase in the overall average scores of the OPs in Period A and
Period B, a general pattern of increasing plan quality scores over time is
observed. The pattern appears more evident in Period A, where the oldest OPs
had the lowest scores, and plan quality scores generally increase over time.
Plan Quality Scores & Approval Year Scatterplot

OP
Type

•

While the floor and ceiling have raised somewhat over time, there are
nevertheless still OPs with low plan quality scores in recent years and older
OPs with higher plan quality scores than current OPs.

•

There is generally a positive relationship between the year an OP was
adopted and the level of plan quality related to monitoring and evaluation.

•

In Period A, ten of the OPs were approved as new OPs while eleven of the OPs
were approved as updated versions of an existing OP. In Period B, thirteen of
the OPs were new, while eight were updated.

•

In Period A, the new OPs had an overall average score of 2.50 while the
updated OPs had an average overall score of 4.73. In Period B, the scores for
new and updated OPs were very similar, at 5.38 and 5.25, respectively.

•

In terms of the degree of change between Period A and Period B, on average,
municipalities that repealed and replaced their existing OP with a new OP in
Period B saw an average increase of 2.08 in the plan quality score for their OP.
On the other hand, OPs that were updated between the two periods saw a
smaller overall average increase of 1.13.

•

There is no apparent relationship between the level of plan quality related
to monitoring and evaluation and whether the OP was approved as a new
OP or an updated OP in both Period A and Period B. However, the increase
in plan quality was higher when the OP in Period B was a new OP.
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Variable

Findings

Provincial
Planning
Mandate

•

This variable is essentially a binary comparison between Period B which was
subject to a new and strengthened Provincial planning mandate (i.e., the
introduction of the Greenbelt Plan and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe) and Period A, which was not.

•

As described previously, there is an observable connection between the policy
requirements of the Growth Plan and the increase in quantified goals and
policies present in the OPs in Period B (e.g., mandated intensification targets,
density targets, and population and employment forecasts, etc.).

•

The strengthened Provincial mandate appears to have had some impact
on increasing overall plan quality scores in Period B, especially with
respect to the quantified goals/policies variable (B.1). However, given the
continued variability in scores for OPs subject to the mandate, there are
other influencing or explanatory factors beyond this state mandate.

4.2.2 Institutional
There are four explanatory variables related to the institutional context that are considered:
whether the municipality is an upper-tier or lower-tier, the location of the municipality, the plan
quality score for the upper-tier OP, and the size of the municipal planning staff. The findings
related to these variables are summarized in Table 11.

Table 11: Summary of Institutional Explanatory Variable Findings
Variable

Findings

Municipality
Type

•

There are four upper-tier municipalities and seventeen lower-tier municipalities
in the sample of municipalities assessed as part of this research.

•

In Period A, the average score for upper-tier OPs was 4.75, 1.34 higher than
the average score of lower-tier OPs at 3.41. This difference increased in Period
B, with the average score for upper-tier OPs being 7.00 compared to 4.94 for
lower-tier OPs.

•

The overall plan quality scores for upper-tier OPs increased by 2.25 between
Period A and Period B – the change for lower-tier OPs over the same period
was only 1.53.

•

On average, the OPs for upper-tier municipalities have higher plan quality
scores for monitoring and evaluation than lower-tier municipal OPs.
However, there are exceptions to this, with one of the highest plan quality
scores identified being assigned to a lower-tier municipality and one of
the lower plan quality scores to an upper-tier municipality.

•

The research assessed OPs for municipalities in four regions: Durham (six
OPs), Halton (five OPs), Peel (four OPs), and York (six OPs).

Municipality
Location
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Variable

Upper-Tier
OP Score

Size of
Planning Staff

Findings
•

In Period A, the average scores by geographic area were: 4.00 (Durham), 3.60
(Halton), 3.75 (Peel), and 3.33 (York). In Period B, the average scores by
geographic area were 5.17 (Durham), 6.00 (Halton), 5.25 (Peel), and 5.00
(York). The degree of change between the average scores was as follows:
1.17 (Durham), 2.40 (Halton), 1.50 (Peel), and 1.67 (York).

•

No significant differences were observed in terms of the plan quality
scores or changes within the different geographic area assessed.

•

Lower-tier OPs are required to conform to upper-tier OPs. This variable
considers whether the quality of the upper-tier OP has an influence on the
quality of the lower-tier OP.

•

There are no clear patterns associated with the score of the upper-tier OP. For
example, in Period B, York’s plan quality score was 9.00, but the average score
for its constituent lower-tier municipalities was significantly lower at 4.20.
Conversely, Durham’s plan quality score in Period B was 3.00, but its lower-tier
municipalities had an average plan quality score of 5.60.

•

There does not appear to be a relationship between the quality of the
upper-tier OP and the plan quality score of the lower-tier OP related to
monitoring and evaluation.

•

Available information indicated the size of planning departments in the
municipalities studied ranged from 7 to 42. There were four municipalities with
a staff less than 10, six municipalities with a staff between 10 and 19, five
municipalities with a staff between 20 and 29, and six with a staff of 30 or more.

•

The plan quality scores for OPs in Period B (the only period for which
information on the size of municipal planning staff was available) increase as
the size of the planning staff increases.

•

For municipalities with a staff of less than 10, the average score was 3.75. For
municipalities with between 10 and 19 planners, the average score was 5.00.
For municipalities with a staff of between 20 and 29, the average score was
5.80. Finally, for municipalities with a planning staff of 30 or more, the average
score was 6.33.

•

There appears to be a positive relationship between the size of the planning
staff and the level of plan quality related to monitoring and evaluation.

4.2.3 Demographic
The following explanatory variables related to the demographic context are considered: the
existing and planned population of the municipality, the actual and projected population growth
rates of the municipality, and the population density of the municipality. The findings related to
these variables are summarized in Table 12.
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Table 12: Summary of Demographic Explanatory Variable Findings
Variable

Findings

Population

•

The existing population for the municipalities at the time of plan approval
ranged from a minimum of 19,770 to a maximum of 1,381,739.

•

The planned populations to 2031 for the municipalities ranged from a minimum
of 86,500 to a maximum of 1,640,000.

•

No patterns were observed in levels of plan quality based on the existing
or planned size of the municipality – there were small municipalities with
high scores and large municipalities with low scores, and vice versa.

•

The actual growth rates (1996-2016) for the municipalities assessed ranged
from an increase of 16% to an increase of 243%.

•

The planned growth rates (2016-2031) for the municipalities assessed ranged
from an increase of 5% to an increase of 260%.

•

No patterns were observed in levels of plan quality based on the existing
or projected growth rate of the municipality – there were fast-growing
municipalities with high scores and municipalities with lower growth rates
with low scores, and vice versa.

•

The population density for the municipalities assessed ranged from 58 to 1988
people per square kilometre in 1996 and from 97 to 2468 people per square
kilometre in 2016.

•

For both Period A and Period B, the following plan quality scores were
observed: 5.50 (< 250 people / km2), 4.00 (250-500 people / km2), 3.00 (501750 people / km2), 3.43 (751-1000 people / km2), 3.40 (1001-1250 people /
km2), 5.00 (1251-1500 people / km2), 6.00 (< 1500 people / km2). This overall
trend was consistent in both Period A and Period B and when looking at uppertier and lower-tier municipalities separately.

•

Municipalities with population densities in the middle of the range of
densities had lower scores for plan quality related to monitoring and
evaluation. This finding was consistent in both Period A and Period B.

Growth Rates

Density

4.3

Comparing Plan Quality Scores with Monitoring & Evaluation Activities

The third research question seeks to understand the relationship between OP content and the
implementation of monitoring and evaluation initiatives in practice. In this research, a high-level
indication of this relationship was identified by comparing the content in municipal OPs with the
monitoring reports presented to municipal councils. The limitations of this approach have been
discussed above – in short, it considers a specific type of monitoring and evaluation, may not
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capture other approaches to monitoring and evaluation, and does not contemplate the quality or
impact of the monitoring and evaluation.
Nevertheless, this information highlights the approaches taken by municipalities to reporting on
monitoring and evaluation initaitives to their councils, which is of interest in and of itself.
Furthermore, it also provides a high-level indication of the relationship between plan quality and
plan efficacy, in this instance, understood as whether plan content that provides clear and
specific direction to undertake monitoring and evaluation in a certain way is implemented in
practice, or, whether these types of monitoring and evaluation initiatives occurred in the
absence of such plan content. The findings of this analysis are summarized in Table 13. In this
table, the overall plan quality score and monitoring mechanism variable (C.1) score are
identified along with the number of monitoring mechanisms identified in the OP, the number of
these identified monitoring mechanisms that have been implemented in practice, and other
implemented monitoring reports not identified in OP content. A more detailed accounting of the
monitoring mechanisms identified in each OP as well as those that were implemented between
2016 and 2021 is provided in Appendix C.
Of the twenty-one municipalities, eleven had a policy in their OP that identified a specific
monitoring mechanism in the form of a regular report to their council. Generally, these
municipalities had higher plan quality scores – their overall average being 6.45, with seven of
the eleven having a score of at least 7.00.
A review of council and committee agendas over the past five years found that of these eleven
municipalities, only three implemented all the monitoring mechanisms identified in their OP while
another three implemented about half of the monitoring mechanisms identified in their OP. The
remaining five municipalities did not implement any of their identified monitoring mechanisms.
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Table 13: Monitoring Reports Conformance Assessment

Municipality

PQ Score

Monitoring Reports

Overall

Specified in OP
(Period B)

C.1

Implemented
(2016-2020)

Additional
(2016-2020)

Y/N

#

Y/N/P

#

Y/N

#

Burlington

9.00

2.00

Yes

3

No

0

Yes

1

York Region

9.00

1.00

Yes

2

Yes

2

Yes

10

Halton Region

8.00

2.00

Yes

6

Partial

3

Yes

2

Peel Region

8.00

1.00

Yes

1

Yes

1

Yes

3

Pickering

7.00

1.00

Yes

2

No

0

No

0

Whitby

7.00

1.00

Yes

2

Partial

1

Yes

1

Caledon

6.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

No

0

Clarington

6.00

1.00

Yes

2

No

0

Yes

2

East Gwillimbury

6.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

No

0

Brampton

5.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

Yes

1

Markham

5.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

Yes

1

Milton

5.00

1.00

Yes

2

No

0

Yes

1

Ajax

4.00

1.00

Yes

2

Partial

1

Yes

1

Halton Hills

4.00

0.00

Yes

1

Yes

1

Yes

1

Oakville

4.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

Yes

2

Oshawa

4.00

0.00

Yes

1

Yes

1

Yes

1

Richmond Hill

4.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

No

0

Vaughan

4.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

Yes

1

Durham Region

3.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

Yes

5

Mississauga

2.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

Yes

1

Newmarket

2.00

0.00

No

-

n/a

-

No

0
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Seventeen of the twenty-one municipalities produced some form of a monitoring and evaluation
report that was not identified in their OP. This indicates that OP content is not necessarily a
precondition for undertaking monitoring and evaluation reporting and that many municipalities
advance this work in the absence of such direction in their plans.
Overall, the relationship between plan quality scores and the implementation of certain
monitoring mechanisms is unclear. Having high-quality content related to monitoring and
evaluation is not a guarantee that these initiatives will be undertaken in practice – evidenced by
those municipalities with high-scores where no monitoring and evaluation reporting was
observed. Conversely, municipalities with lower plan quality scores still took monitoring and
evaluation related reports to their councils.
At the same time, overall, municipalities with higher plan quality scores did tend to have the
most robust record for reporting on monitoring and evaluation to their councils, regardless of
whether the report was specifically identified in their OP. For example, York, Halton, and Peel –
three of the highest scoring municipalities – all produced a significant number of monitoring and
evaluation reports to their councils.
Contrary to this, Burlington and Pickering, who both also scored highly in terms of their plan
content, engaged in very little monitoring and evaluation reporting. Another consideration is
Durham – a municipality with a low plan quality score and an OP that identified no specific
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms, but that produced many monitoring reports.
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5

Discussion of Findings

This research paper is concerned with answering questions related to the quality of monitoring
and evaluation content in municipal OPs, the potential factors that may explain or contribute to
these levels of plan quality, and the relationship between monitoring and evaluation content in
OPs and activities undertaken by municipalities in practice. The findings in relation to these
questions are discussed below.
5.1

Plan Quality Levels & Changes

The scores assigned to the OPs assessed represent an evaluation of the quality of their
monitoring and evaluation content. Overall, the scores were low, consistent with the findings of
Guyadeen (2019) and Stevens (2013) as well as the overarching view in the literature regarding
the often-overlooked place of monitoring and evaluation in the planning process.
Notwithstanding these low scores, the research found that the overall quality of monitoring and
evaluation content in OPs has increased over time. It also identified a degree of variability
between the municipalities assessed, with some attaining very high scores and others attaining
very low scores. The overall pattern as well as the variability within it leads to the subsequent
research question which considers potential factors that might explain or influence plan quality.
In focusing solely on the content of OPs related to monitoring and evaluation, this research also
provides a more in-depth view of the aspects of OPs that address monitoring and evaluation
and which of these elements contributed to changes in plan quality scores overall. Generally,
the OPs assessed were strongest in terms of the direction they provided around what should be
monitored. Even in this regard though, most OPs offered only vague monitoring directions, with
a select few identifying directions that included comprehensive reference to specific indicators
or targets for monitoring and evaluation. The plans were generally weakest in terms of
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providing direction related to how the monitoring and evaluation would be implemented. For
example, only two of the twenty-one OPs were assigned the highest score for plan content
related to the identification of specific mechanisms for undertaking monitoring and evaluation.
This variable remained virtually unchanged between the two periods assessed. This is also
consistent with existing understandings of factors that limit monitoring and evaluation activities
in practice – it may be that given these constraints, planners are reluctant to set out specific
implementation tasks that they will be unable to achieve or that lack the necessary institutional
capacity or political support.

As noted above, these represent the overall findings – there were several municipalities that
had high-quality plan content related to monitoring and evaluation, including detailed directions
on monitoring and evaluation frameworks. This points to the need for a greater understanding
of explanatory links, as discussed below.
5.2

Explaining Plan Quality

This research considered the impact of explanatory variables related to planning context,
institutional setting, and demographics on plan quality. The findings related to these variables,
which were mixed, should be understood in the context of the relatively small sample size and
the descriptive nature of the analysis. However, there are some key points that warrant
discussion in terms of their relation to the existing literature and their potential for further study.
As noted above, the overall plan quality scores for monitoring and evaluation increased over the
two periods studied. An overall positive relationship was also observed between the year of
plan approval and the level of plan quality across all the OPs. The increase in quality is
consistent with other longitudinal studies of plan quality. There is also congruence with the
existing literature on the role of institutional capacity or policy legacies in influencing plan
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quality. In a similar longitudinal review of plan quality, Brody (2003) found that municipalities
with higher levels of plan quality in the earlier period continued to have higher levels of plan
quality in the latter period assessed. This was also the case in this research, where, generally,
the highest scoring plans in Period A remained the highest scoring plans in Period B. Similarly,
low scoring plans in Period A remained lower compared to the other plans assessed, despite
incremental increases. There were only a few instances of significant increases in plan quality
scores – save for one municipality, when ordered according to their scores, the OPs in the top
half of the rankings remained consistent across the two periods.

Continuing with the consideration of institutional factors, the size of the planning staff at each
municipality was observed as having a relationship to plan quality levels. Overall,
municipalities with more planners on staff had higher quality monitoring and evaluation content
in their plans. It stands to reason that with a larger planning staff, there may be an opportunity
to assign resources to ongoing research, monitoring, and evaluation initiatives, or to develop
plans with these considerations in mind. These research findings are based on a high-level
understanding of the size of each planning department – further research could investigate in
more detail the organizational structures of these planning departments and whether in fact they
include staff dedicated to monitoring and evaluation.
In terms of the municipality type, upper-tier municipalities were seen to generally have higher
scores than lower-tier municipalities. Upper-tier municipalities are responsible for implementing
Provincial plans and for providing policy direction to their lower-tier municipalities. It may be that
this role engenders or allows for more of a focus on undertaking monitoring and evaluation. As
with other findings, this is a general trend as opposed to a strong rule – there were many lowertier municipalities with strong scores as well. No patterns were observed in terms of the
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influence of the quality of an upper-tier’s OP on the OPs of their constituent lower-tier
municipalities or in terms of the location of the municipalities within the GGH overall.
Overall, the findings of this research generally support the contention that institutional factors
have an influence on plan quality, particularly with respect to resource capacity and, to some
degree, to institutional legacies or organizational cultures that value monitoring and evaluation.
The findings provide a potential starting point for further research – a case study research
design that considers in greater detail the institutional and organizational aspects of
municipalities with high plan quality scores could assist in providing more evidence in support of
these general findings.
In terms of the influence of planning factors, no patterns were observed in overall plan quality
scores based on whether the OP assessed was approved as an entirely new plan document
that replaced an older version or as an update to an existing plan document. While there were
greater increases in the level of plan quality between Period A and Period B when an entirely
new OP was adopted, new OPs overall did not exhibit higher levels of plan quality in terms of
their monitoring and evaluation content. The institutional context or policy legacies discussed
above appear to be more important in this regard. While not always the case, the new OPs
approved by municipalities in Period B were more likely to have higher scores if the municipality
had a high-quality plan in place previously – this aligns with the finding of Brody (2003) that
“once a jurisdiction sets a tradition of strong planning, it tends to carry on” (p. 196). While
practitioners may consider taking advantage of the opportunity to improve their plans through
the development of an entirely new plan document, this is unlikely to be the only factor that will
influence the quality of plan content related to monitoring and evaluation.
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Another factor considered in terms of the planning context is the role of state planning
mandates. In this research, the OPs in Period B were subject to a new Provincial planning
mandate represented by the Greenbelt Plan and the Growth Plan, both introduced in the mid2000s. Guyadeen (2019), in a review of OPs in the GGH region of Ontario, found that “the
provincial government has an influence on the quality of municipal official plans” (p. 9). This
contention is reinforced by the findings of this research. A relationship was observed between
the increase in the quantity and quality of measurable goals and objectives identified in OPs and
Provincial policy direction. In particular, the introduction of mandated intensification and density
targets in the Provincial Growth Plan had a clear influence on municipal OPs, which are
required to incorporate these targets.
While the influence on this aspect of plan quality was clear and made the most significant
contribution to the increase in the overall plan quality levels between the two periods assessed,
it is difficult to draw any other conclusions on the influence of Provincial planning requirements
on the other plan quality variables related to monitoring and evaluation that were assessed.
Further, there are clearly other factors at play, as despite all the OPs being subject to the same
planning mandate, there was still a significant degree of difference in their plan quality. There
are other factors that influence how municipalities respond to and implement Provincial planning
direction in their OPs. This may be because, as Guyadeen (2019) notes, beyond the influence
on specific types of policies, Provincial direction related to monitoring and evaluation is limited.
While both the Greenbelt Plan and Growth Plan contain separate subsections on monitoring
and performance indicators, they are relatively vague and do not set out specific requirements
related to monitoring directions, frameworks, or implementation actions.
With respect to the demographic context, no identifiable patterns were found. The existing or
planned populations, growth rates, and population densities do not appear to have a major
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influence on the quality of plan content related to monitoring and evaluation. Both high and low
scores were observed for OPs across these variables.
5.3

Plan Quality & Implementation Actions

The approach to connecting plan quality to implementation activities in this research paper
focussed on assessing the level of conformance between the monitoring mechanisms identified
in plan content and the degree to which these mechanisms were implemented in practice.
While evaluating outcomes in planning is complex, the simple conformance assessment in this
research allows for some observations on the relationship between plan quality and
implementation actions. In this way, the research provides some initial, if limited, insights into
an area of the plan quality literature that researchers have identified as requiring further
investigation and review.
As was expected based on the detailed review of monitoring mechanisms identified in OPs and
the general consensus in the literature around the lack of monitoring and evaluation activities
undertaken by planners, the number of monitoring and evaluation reports prepared by
municipalities in the sample was low overall. As with the explanatory variables assessed, the
findings on plan quality and implementation actions were mixed, making any definitive
conclusions difficult.
There is an apparent relationship between higher quality monitoring and evaluation plan content
and certain types of monitoring and evaluation activities being implemented in practice. The
municipalities that had the highest plan quality scores, generally, were also those who produced
the highest number of monitoring and evaluation reports to their municipal council between
2016 and 2021. There are two exceptions. The City of Burlington, despite having high quality
plan content with specific monitoring mechanisms identified, did not produce any of the reports
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set out in its OP. This may be explained by the relatively recent approval of the new OP
document and the lag time between identifying these initiatives and their implementation.
Conversely, despite having lower quality plan content, Durham Region produced a relatively
significant number of monitoring and evaluation reports not identified in their OP.
This points to two things. First, there seems to be an increased emphasis on monitoring and
evaluation activities by the upper-tier municipalities in the sample – Durham, Halton, Peel and
York all produced a number of monitoring and evaluation reports. This aligns with the earlier
finding that showed upper-tier municipalities generally had higher plan quality scores for
monitoring and evaluation. Second, higher levels of plan quality are not a prerequisite for
undertaking monitoring and evaluation activities. Municipalities that did not identify specific
monitoring mechanisms in their OPs still implemented monitoring and evaluation activities in
practice, albeit to a lesser extent.
This assessment of plan conformance was undertaken at a cursory level. In addition, there are
limitations with the approach taken – it is not possible to determine whether it is higher levels of
plan quality that result in monitoring and evaluation activities being undertaken in practice, or
whether it is the same factors that influence higher levels of plan quality that also influence
municipalities to undertake monitoring and evaluation in practice. This again points to the need
for further research, including the use of other types of research designs, to investigate these
aspects of planning theory and practice in more detail.
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6

Conclusions & Recommendations

This research has reinforced several findings in the existing literature on plan quality and
evaluation in planning. This includes highlighting the low quality of plan content related to
monitoring and evaluation as well as the role of institutional contexts and state planning
mandates on influencing plan quality, among others. It has also provided a more detailed
account of monitoring and evaluation content in municipal OPs in the GGH area of Ontario and
has described the relationship between certain municipal monitoring and evaluation activities
and their conformance to intentions set out in plan documents.
In many ways though, this research points to the need for further investigation into the factors
that influence plan quality as well as municipal approaches to monitoring and evaluation.
Explaining why certain OPs have higher quality content related to monitoring and evaluation, or
why the levels of quality have increased in some municipalities and not in others remains
somewhat unclear. While this research found that certain factors go some way to explaining
these differences, future research could investigate further the specific institutional,
organizational, or individual factors that influence plan quality, including the agency of individual
planners or the culture of planning departments and organizations. This further research,
potentially undertaken through case studies, would support the broader plan quality literature,
but also be of assistance to practitioners looking to increase the quality of their plans and the
monitoring and evaluation activities undertaken to support those plans.
Despite the confirmation that in many regards monitoring and evaluation remains a forgotten or
undeveloped component of planning practice, it is encouraging that the quality of monitoring and
evaluation content in OPs in the GGH area of Ontario has increased over the past decades, if
only slightly. The identification of high-quality OP content and municipalities that have
implemented monitoring and evaluation initiatives in this research paper provides practitioners
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with potential starting points for understanding and continuing to build on these practices. The
continued improvement of plan content and approaches to monitoring and evaluation is
important – as Baer (1997) has said, there is a significant amount of faith placed in the plan, and
“we must justify it by better evaluating plans to carry the weight of responsibility the public has
given them” (p. 329).
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Appendices

8.1

Appendix A – Plan Quality Evaluation Protocol
Scoring

Area

No.

Measure

Score = 0
(Absent or Minimal)

Score = 1
(Identified but
Limited/Vague)

Score = 2
(Identified and
Comprehensive/Clear)

Source

A.
Plan
Structure

A.1

Specific Section

The OP does not contain
a standalone monitoring
and evaluation section or
it contains such a section
with very minimal
content.

The OP contains a
standalone monitoring
and evaluation section
with content that is
limited and/or vague
(e.g., it addresses the
need for monitoring and
evaluation but provides
limited description or
detail regarding its
importance and/or how it
should be undertaken).

The OP contains a
standalone monitoring
and evaluation section
with content that is clear
and comprehensive (e.g.,
it addresses the need for
monitoring and
evaluation and provides
detailed description of its
importance, what should
be monitored, and how it
should be undertaken).

Based on or
adapted from:
Guyadeen (2019),
Rudolf, Gradinaru,
& Hersperger
(2019), Rudolf &
Gradinaru (2017),
and Stevens
(2013).

B.
Monitoring
Intentions

B.1

The OP does not contain
any, or contains a very
minimal number, of
goals/policies that are
quantified through
measurable objectives,
targets, and/or indicators.

The OP contains some
goals/policies that are
quantified through
measurable objectives,
targets, and/or indicators,
but they are vague (e.g.,
the measure is
generalized or there is
only direction to establish
a measure in the future)
and their application is
limited (e.g., only some
policy areas are
covered).

The OP contains many
goals/policies that are
quantified through
measurable objectives,
targets, and/or indicators
and they are clear (e.g.,
the measure has a
specific direction, value
and timeframe) and
applied comprehensively
(e.g., many or all policy
areas are covered).

Based on or
adapted from:
Guyadeen (2019),
Rudolf, Gradinaru,
& Hesperger
(2019), Spurlock
(2018), Rudolf &
Gradinaru (2017),
Baynham &
Stevens (2014),
Stevens (2013),
and Berke and
Godschalk (2009).

The OP includes a separate
section that specifically
addresses how the plan is to
be monitored and evaluated.

Quantified Goals & Policies
The OP includes
goals/policies that are
quantified through
measurable objectives,
targets, and/or indicators.
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Scoring
Area

No.

Measure

Score = 0
(Absent or Minimal)

Score = 1
(Identified but
Limited/Vague)

Score = 2
(Identified and
Comprehensive/Clear)

Source

B.2

Directions to Monitor

The OP does not identify
any direction, or contains
very minimal direction, to
monitor and evaluate its
goals/policies.

The OP contains some
direction to monitor and
evaluate its goals/policies
but it is limited (e.g., only
certain policy areas are
identified) and/or vague
(e.g., the direction to
monitor is general)

The OP contains
significant direction to
monitor and evaluate its
goals/policies and it is
comprehensive (e.g.,
many or all policy areas
are included) and clear
(e.g., the direction to
monitor includes specific
indicators or timeframes)

Based on or
adapted from:
Guyadeen (2019),
Spurlock (2018),
and Berke &
Godschalk (2009).

The OP does not identify
any mechanisms for
undertaking monitoring
and evaluation initiatives
or those identified a very
minimal.

The OP identifies a
limited number of
mechanisms for
undertaking monitoring
and evaluation initiatives
(e.g., only certain policy
areas are identified)
and/or those identified
are described vaguely.

The OP identifies a
comprehensive set of
mechanisms for
undertaking monitoring
and evaluation initiatives
(e.g., many or all policy
areas are included) and
they are described
clearly.

Based on or
adapted from:
Guyadeen (2019),
Rudolf, Gradinaru,
& Hesperger
(2019), Spurlock
(2018), Rudolf &
Gradinaru (2017),
Stevens (2013),
and Berke and
Godschalk (2009).

The OP does not identify
a process or timeline for
updating the plan, or the
process that is identified
is very minimal.

The OP identifies a
process and timeline for
updating the plan but
does not address the role
of monitoring and
evaluation in this process
or only references this
vaguely.

The OP identifies a
process and timeline for
updating the plan and
references in a
comprehensive way the
role of monitoring and
evaluation in this
process.

Based on or
adapted from:
Guyadeen (2019),
Spurlock (2018),
Stevens (2013),
and Berke and
Godschalk (2009).

The OP includes directions to
monitor and evaluate its
goals/policies.

C.
Monitoring
Framework

C.1

Monitoring Mechanisms
The OP identifies
mechanisms (e.g., monitoring
reports or programs, etc.) for
undertaking monitoring and
evaluation initiatives.

C.2

Plan Review
The OP identifies a timetable
for updating the plan based,
in part, on results of
monitoring and evaluation.
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8.2

Appendix B – Detailed Plan Quality Scores by Municipality
Period A

Period B

No.

Municipality

1

Ajax

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

4.00

2

Brampton

0.00

1.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

4.00

0.00

2.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

5.00

3

Burlington

1.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

6.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

9.00

4

Caledon

1.00

1.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

5.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

6.00

5

Clarington

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

5.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

6.00

6

Durham Region

0.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

3.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

3.00

7

East Gwillimbury

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

2.00

6.00

8

Halton Region

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

5.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

0.00

8.00

9

Halton Hills

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

2.00

4.00

10

Markham

0.00

0.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

4.00

1.00

1.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

5.00

11

Milton

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

5.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

5.00

12

Mississauga

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

2.00

0.00

1.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

2.00

13

Newmarket

0.00

0.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

2.00

14

Oakville

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

4.00

15

Oshawa

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

4.00

16

Peel Region

2.00

0.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

4.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

8.00

17

Pickering

2.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

7.00

2.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

7.00

18

Richmond Hill

1.00

0.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

4.00

19

Vaughan

0.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

3.00

0.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

1.00

4.00

20

Whitby

1.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

6.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

7.00

21

York Region

2.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

1.00

7.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

2.00

9.00

A.1

B.1

B.2

C.1

C.2

Total

A.1

B.1

B.2

C.1

C.2

Total
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8.3

Appendix C – Detailed Conformance Assessment Results

Table 13 in Section 4.3 of this research paper includes a summary of the conformance assessment undertaken to compare the
monitoring mechanisms identified in OPs (i.e., monitoring reports) and those implemented in practice between 2016 and 2020. The
table below provides this information at a greater level of detail, identifying the specific reports identified in OPs within Period B as
well as the reports presented to municipal councils between 2016 and 2020, whether or not they were identified in OPs.
Conformance Type

Code

Conformance Type Description

Identified in OP & Implemented

Monitoring mechanism is identified in the OP and implemented in practice.

Identified in OP & Not Implemented

Monitoring mechanism is identified in the OP and is not implemented in practice.

Not Identified in OP & But Implemented

Monitoring mechanism is not identified in the OP but is implemented in practice.

Not Identified / Not Applicable

Identifies instances where no monitoring mechanisms are identified or implemented.

Burlington

Monitoring Mechanisms
Identified in OP (Period B)

9.00 2.00 •

Monitoring Mechanisms
Implemented in Practice, 2016-2020

OP Monitoring Report
(annual)

•

Not Implemented.

•

State of the Environment Report
(once per council term)

•

Not Implemented.

•

Growth Management Monitoring Report
(no timeline)

•

Not Implemented.

•

State of the Downtown Report
(2016)

•

OP Monitoring Report
(2018)

•

Employment and Industry Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019. 2020)

York

9.00 1.00 •

OP Monitoring Reports
(‘regular’)

Conformance
Type

C.2

Municipality

Overall

PQ Score
(Period B)
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Monitoring Mechanisms
Identified in OP (Period B)

•

Monitoring Mechanisms
Implemented in Practice, 2016-2020

•

Development Activity Summary Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Mid-Year Development Activity Summary Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Growth & Development Review Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Regional Centres & Corridors Update
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

10-Year Housing Plan Progress Report / Affordable
Housing Measuring and Monitoring
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Housing Supply Report
(2017)

•

Vacant Employment Land Inventory Report
(2017)

•

State of the Forests Report
(2017)

•

Meeting Growth Plan Infrastructure Demands and
Financial Sustainability Report
(2018)

•

Census Data Overview
(2017, 2018)

State of Sustainability Report
(every three years)

•

Not Implemented.

Intensification Monitoring Report
(annual)

•

Not Implemented.

Report on Fiscal Policies
(annual)

Halton Region

8.00 2.00 •
•
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Monitoring Mechanisms
Identified in OP (Period B)

Monitoring Mechanisms
Implemented in Practice, 2016-2020

•

State of Housing Report
(annual)

•

State of Housing Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

State of Aggregate Resources Report
(every two years)

•

State of Aggregate Resources Report
(2017, 2019)

•

Report on Transportation System
(annual)

•

Transportation Progress Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Agriculture Report
(periodically)

•

Not Implemented.

•

Employment Survey Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Census Overview Report
(2017)

•

OP Performance Measurement Program Report
(2018)

•

Growth Management Program and DC Performance:
Overview and Progress Report
(2020)

•

Healthy Development Monitoring Report
(2020)

•

Neighbourhood Information Data Tool by Ward
(2020)

Housing Monitoring Report
(annual)

•

Not Implemented.

Quality of Life Monitoring Program Report
(no timeline)

•

Not Implemented.

Housing Monitoring Program Report
(‘as appropriate’)

•

Annual Housing Monitoring Report
(2016, 2017)

Peel Region

8.00 1.00 •

OP Performance Measurement Program Report
(‘regularly’)
-

Pickering

7.00 1.00 •
•

Whitby

7.00 1.00 •
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Monitoring Mechanisms
Identified in OP (Period B)

Monitoring Mechanisms
Implemented in Practice, 2016-2020

•

•

Not Implemented.

•

Various Annual Reports re: Steering Committees /
Action Plans / Subject Areas
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

OP Monitoring System Reports
(‘as appropriate’)
-

Caledon

6.00 0.00 •

None.

•

n/a

Clarington

6.00 1.00 •

Monitoring Report
(periodically)

•

Not Implemented.

Greenfield Areas Monitoring Program
(no timeline)

•

Not Implemented.

•

Growth Trends Review
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019)

•

Development Applications Annual Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019)

•

East Gwillimbury

6.00 0.00 •

None.

•

n/a

Brampton

5.00 0.00 •

None.

•

n/a

•

City of Brampton and Region of Peel Population and
Employment Forecast Updates Report
(2016)

•

n/a

•

Monitoring Growth Performance Indicators Report
(2020)

Markham

5.00 0.00 •

None.

-
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PQ Score
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Milton

Monitoring Mechanisms
Identified in OP (Period B)

5.00 1.00 •
•

Monitoring Mechanisms
Implemented in Practice, 2016-2020

Agriculture Report
(periodically)

•

Not Implemented.

Monitoring Program Report
(‘regular basis’)

•

Not Implemented.

•

Committee of Adjustment Annual Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

Housing Report
(‘time-to-time’)

•

Not Implemented.

Employment Report
(five-year)

•

Commercial & Employment Review Report
(2019)

•

Planning & Development Services Annual Report
(2019, 2020)

•

Report on Halton Region State of Housing Report
(2018, 2019, 2020) [2016/17 Agendas Unavailable]

•

Census Data Overviews
(2018)

•

n/a

•

Growth Monitoring Report
(2015)

•

Annual Committee of Adjustment Activity Reports
(2017, 2018)

•

Housing Monitoring Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Development Activity Review Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

Ajax

4.00 1.00 •
•

Halton Hills

4.00 0.00 •

Housing Report
(annual)
-

Oakville

4.00 0.00 •

None.

Oshawa

4.00 0.00 •
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Overall

PQ Score
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Housing Monitoring Report
(annual)
-
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Monitoring Mechanisms
Identified in OP (Period B)

Monitoring Mechanisms
Implemented in Practice, 2016-2020

Richmond Hill

4.00 0.00 •

None.

•

n/a

Vaughan

4.00 0.00 •

None.

•

n/a

•

Green Directions Vaughan Annual Update Report –
Indicator Trends 2011 to 2016
(2018)

•

n/a

•

Monitoring of Growth Trends Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Annual Subdivision / Condominium Activity Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Annual Building Activity Review Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Business Count Employment Survey Report
(2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020)

•

Census Overview Reports / Demographic Data
(2017, 2018, 2020)

•

n/a

•

City Planning Data / Planning Information Hub
(2020)

•

n/a

Durham Region

3.00 0.00 •

None.

Mississauga

2.00 0.00 •

None.

Newmarket

2.00 0.00 •

None.
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